SOVIET UM5ERSTANDING
Here I must admit a certain defeat. I do not know.
On the other hand, I do not think Communists
themselves are willing to give a specific answer to the
question: "What is the nature of the good life?" If
hard pressed, the Communist would probably argue
along the following lines.
How, he would ask, may one specify the objects of
the good life in a continuously changing world? The
cumulative increase in the fond of knowledge con-
stitutes a new basis for morals, for aesthetics and for
sociology. In the past, classes of society, whether in
Periclean Athens, Augustan   Rome,   St. Thomas's
Medieval Europe, Elizabethan England or France of
the eighteenth century, as monopolists of "surplus
value/' were free to concern themselves with ultimate
values, taking as their most important premise a
certain fixity in the quantum of knowledge. They did
this, either because, in fact, the means of satisfying
desires were given for very long periods of time, or
because these classes, by their position in the social
scheme, were relieved of anxiety  concerning the
acquisition of whatever forms of wealth existed. Thus,
only during periods when the technical means of
satisfying desires are either static or in the hands of a
special class enjoying a permanent surplus of wealth, is
man in  the philosophical position  of having to
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